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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Harrison et al. (Patent No. 6,611,725) in view of Dahl et al. (Patent No. 6,557,153). 

As to independent claim 1 , Harrison et al teaches a method for displaying 
metadata (see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 4, lines 37-46; i.e., displaying metadata 
corresponds to attaching annotations to particular edges, vertices, faces, or other model 
elements visible in a drawing) placed on a document (see e.g., col. 4,'lines 37 - 46; i.e., 
the document corresponds to two dimensional and three dimensional drawing 
documents in a CAD application), comprising: accepting a command to load a 
document file that corresponds to the document (see e.g., col. 6, lines 6-17; i.e., the 
CAD software allows the user to reference bolt assembly documents, wherein 
referencing corresponds to the process of loading a document file) into a memory (see 
e.g., col. 5, lines 27-31; i.e., the CAD software is loaded into storage device 135) of a 
computing device (see e.g., col. 5, lines 27 -31; i.e., the computing device corresponds 
to CPU 131); a command (see e.g., col. 5, lines 37 - 38; i.e., the command corresponds 
to the user actuating the keyboard and mouse to enter and modify the three 
dimensional model) to assign a label (see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 4, lines 37-40; i.e., the 
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label corresponds to annotations, such as text notes and dimensional measurements) to 
each of a plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., Fig.3, col. 4, lines 44 - 46 and col. 5, 
lines 52 - 55; i.e., metadata elements corresponds to edges, vertices, faces, or other 
model elements visible in a drawing, for example a bolt 211 , a lock washer 212, and a 
flat washer 213) in the document file (see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 4, lines 44 - 46; i.e., the 
document file corresponds to the CAD drawing); displaying at least one of the plurality 
of metadata elements (see e.g., col. 7, lines 59 - 67 and col. 8, line 1 ; i.e., "Edge A" and 
"Edge B" of bolt assembly 210 corresponds to metadata elements, wherein "Edge A" or 
"Edge B" are displayed to the user when a text-based note is linked to the vertical line 
image element of "Edge B") in response to a command to display the label (see e.g., 
col. 2, lines 51 - 58; i.e., displaying the metadata element in response to displaying the 
label corresponds to receiving user input to select one of the image elements, for 
example a bolt 21 1 , a lock washer 212, and a flat washer 21 3 from design tree 260, 
wherein supplementary data, such as text notes and dimensional measurements are 
linked with an image element, therefore the command to display supplementary data 
will also display the image element sequentially) assigned to the at least one of the 
plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., the dimensional measurement label 
"15.60" is assigned to metadata element "Edge B"), thereby allowing a user to verify a 
value of the at least one of the plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., 
dimensional measurement label "15.60" assigned to metadata element bolt 21 1 allows 
the user to verify the value or dimension of bolt 21 1 ); determining that at least a portion 
of one of the plurality of metadata elements is incorrect (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; 
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i.e., the metadata element corresponds to bolt 21 1, wherein the user determines that 
the top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 is incorrect); and automatically bulk correcting the 
incorrect metadata elements (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., automatically bulk 
correcting the metadata element corresponds to reducing the dimension of top surface 
223 of bolt 21 1 in Fig. 3, and transferring the corrections to bolt 21 1 in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5) 
by globally repeating the corrections in multiple locations of the document at one time 
(see e.g., Fig. 3-5 and col. 8, lines 12 - 28; i.e., globally repeating the correction 
corresponds to distributing the reduced dimension of top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 to 
associated CAD documents, such as Fig. 4 and Fig. 5) with a batch process (see e.g., 
Microsoft Computer Dictionary 5 th Edition; i.e., a batch process is defined as "a group of 
documents or data records that are processed as a unit", wherein the dimension 
correction of top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 in Fig. 3 will automatically result in a correction 
in top surface dimension of Fig. 4 and Fig. 5). Harrison et al. does not specifically 
mention a computer-aided design application accepting input by way of a command line 
interface. Dahl et al. teaches a computer-aided design application accepting (see e.g., 
col. 7, lines 33 - 36; i.e., the computer-aided design application corresponds to a 
programmed computer aided design system) input by way of a command line interface 
(see e.g., col. 1 1 , lines 32 - 48; i.e., the command line interface corresponds to the 
ability of a user to enter command line instructions in a GUI, such as constraint 
language commands). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the method for displaying 
metadata placed on a document of Harrison et al. with the computer-aided design 
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application accepting input by way of a command line interface of Dahl et al. because 
the constraint language is intuitive to the user and provides immediate feedback of any 
changes/corrections (see e.g., col. 1 1 , lines 40 - 48). 

As to dependent claim 2, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of claim 1 , additionally 
comprising the step of accepting a command (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., the 
command to correcting the value of a metadata element corresponds to the user 
changing the diameter of top surface 223 in document file 261 from "15.60" in Fig. 3 to 
"4.40" in Fig. 5) to correct the value (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., the metadata 
element corresponds to bolt 21 1 , wherein the user determines that the top surface 223 
of bolt 21 1 is incorrect, therefore correcting the value of "15.60" in Fig. 3 to "4.40" in 
Fig. 5) of the at least one of the plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12 
- 28; i.e., metadata elements corresponds to edges, vertices, faces, or other model 
elements visible in a drawing, for example a bolt 21 1, a lock washer 212, and a flat 
washer 213). 

As to dependent claim 3, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 2 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of step 2, wherein the 
accepting a command (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12 - 28; i.e., the command to correcting 
the value of a metadata element corresponds to the user changing the diameter of top 
surface 223 in document file 261 from "15.60" in Fig. 3 to "4.40" in Fig. 5) to correct the 
value (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12 - 28; i.e., the metadata element corresponds to bolt 21 1, 
wherein the user determines that the top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 is incorrect, therefore 
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correcting the value of "15.60" in Fig. 3 to "4.40" in Fig. 5) step includes accepting an 
input generated by the user (see e.g., col. 7, lines 41 - 58; i.e., input generated by the 
user corresponds to the user activating a procedure for allowing supplementary data to 
be inputted, through the use of a pointing device or a mouse, wherein supplementary 
data corresponds to text annotation, dimension measurements, etc.) to correct the value 
(see e.g., col. 8, lines 12 - 28; i.e., the metadata element corresponds to bolt 21 1, 
wherein the user determines that the top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 is incorrect, therefore 
correcting the value of "1 5.60" in Fig. 3 to "4.40" in Fig. 5) of the at least one of the 
plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., metadata elements 
corresponds to edges, vertices, faces, or other model elements visible in a drawing, for 
example a bolt 21 1 , a lock washer 212, and a flat washer 21 3). 

As to dependent claim 4, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 2 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of step 2, wherein the 
accepting a command (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12 - 28; i.e., the command to correcting 
the value of a metadata element corresponds to the user changing the diameter of top 
surface 223 in document file 261 from "15.60" in Fig. 3 to "4.40" in Fig. 5) to correct the 
value step (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., the metadata element corresponds to bolt 
21 1 , wherein the user determines that the top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 is incorrect, 
therefore correcting the value of "15.60" in Fig. 3 to "4.40" in Fig. 5) includes accepting 
an input generated by the computing device to correct the at least one of the plurality of 
metadata elements (see e.g., col; 8, lines 21 - 28; i.e., the correct value "4.40" can be 
automatically updated in associated documents). 
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As to dependent claim 6, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
labels assigned to each of the plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., 
dimension annotation 301 is a label assigned to a metadata element, wherein the 
metadata element corresponds to the top surface 223 of bolt 211) correspond to the 
value of the plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., dimension 
measurement "15.60" corresponds to the value assigned to top surface 223 of bolt 21 1 ). 

As to dependent claim 7, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
document is a drawing (see e.g., col. 4, lines 37 - 46; i.e., the document corresponds to 
two dimensional and three dimensional drawing documents in a CAD application) that 
describes an article of manufacture (see e.g., col.6, lines 13-15; i.e., the article of 
manufacture corresponds to bolt assembly document 269) corresponding to a 
mechanical part (see e.g., col. 6, lines 13-15; i.e., the mechanical part corresponds to 
a car door assembly document, wherein the car door assembly document references 
the bolt assembly document). 

As to dependent claim 8, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
document is a drawing (see e.g., col. 4, lines 37 - 46; i.e., the document corresponds to 
two dimensional and three dimensional drawing documents in a CAD application) that 
describes an article of manufacture (see e.g., col.6, lines 13-15; i.e., the article of 
manufacture corresponds to bolt assembly document 269) corresponding to one of an 
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electrical device or a system that performs a computer function (see e.g., col. 6, lines 13 
- 15; i.e., it is appreciated to one of ordinary skill in the art that a CAD software is used 
to construct a two or three dimensional model of non-electrical and electrical devices for 
manufacturing purposes, wherein one of ordinary skill will appreciate that a car door 
includes electrical devices, such as opening and closing of a car window through the 
push of a button). 

As to dependent claim 10, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
document (see e.g., Fig. 3 - Fig. 5 and col. 6, lines 13-15; i.e., the document 
corresponds to a bolt assembly document) is generated by the computer-aided design 
application (see e.g., col. 6, line 8; i.e., CAD system 100). 

As to independent claim 12, claim 12 differs from claim 1 only in that claim 12 is 
an apparatus claim using a computer-readable media (see e.g., col. 9, lines 32 - 65; 
i.e., EPROM, EEPROM, flash memory, magnetic disks, magneto-optical disks, and CD- 
ROM disks) containing executable instructions (see e.g., col. 9, lines 56 - 58; i.e., 
program instructions), when executed by a processor (see e.g., col. 9, lines 36-39; 
i.e., programmable processor) performs the steps of claim 1. Thus, claim 12 is analyzed 
as previously discussed with respect to claim 1 above. 

As to dependent claim 13: 
Claim 13 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 1, and are 
respectfully rejected along the same rationale (see e.g., analysis of claim 1; i.e., the 
command line mode corresponds to a command line interface). 
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As to dependent claim 14, claim 14 differs from claim 7 only in that claim 14 is an 
apparatus claim using a computer-readable media (see e.g., col. 9, lines 32 - 65; i.e., 
EPROM, EEPROM, flash memory, magnetic disks, magneto-optical disks, and CD- 
ROM disks) containing executable instructions (see e.g., col. 9, lines 56 - 58; i.e., 
program instructions), when executed by a processor (see e.g., col. 9, lines 36 - 39; 
i.e., programmable processor) performs the steps of claim 7. Thus, claim 14 is analyzed 
as previously discussed with respect to claim 7 above. 

As to dependent claim 16, claim 16 differs from claim 3 only in that claim 16 is an 
apparatus claim using a computer-readable media (see e.g., col. 9, lines 32 - 65; i.e., 
EPROM, EEPROM, flash memory, magnetic disks, magneto-optical disks, and CD- 
ROM disks) containing executable instructions (see e.g., col. 9, lines 56 - 58; i.e., 
program instructions), when executed by a processor (see e.g., col. 9, lines 36 - 39; 
i.e., programmable processor) performs the steps of claim 3. Thus, claim 16 is analyzed 
as previously discussed with respect to claim 3 above. 

As to dependent claim 17, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 16 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the computing device of claim 16, 
wherein the document (see e.g., col. 5, lines 58 - 67 and col. 6, lines 1 - 5; i.e., the 
document corresponds to bolt assembly document 210) includes a plurality of pages 
(see e.g., Fig. 2A - Fig. 5, col. 5, lines 58 - 67 and col. 6, lines 1 - 5; i.e., the plurality of 
pages corresponds to bolt document 261 , lock washer document 262, and flat washer 
document 263, wherein all the document pages are associated with label 269, which 
identifies the highest level of design) that specifies an article of manufacture (see e.g., 



Application/Control Number: 10/672,627 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2179 

col. 6, lines 13-15; i.e., the article of manufacture corresponds to bolt assembly 
document 269), and wherein the display displays the values (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., the 
value corresponds to dimension measurement "15.60") of metadata elements (see e.g., 
Fig. 3 and col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., metadata elements corresponds to edges, vertices, 
faces, or other model elements visible in a drawing, for example a bolt 21 1 1 a lock 
washer 212, and a flat washer 213) on one of the plurality of pages (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., 
Fig. 3 is a page associated with bolt assembly document 210) in response to the 
processor receiving a corresponding command (see e.g., col. 8, lines 12-28; i.e., the 
command to correcting the value of a metadata element corresponds to the user 
changing the diameter of top surface 223 in document file 261 from "15.60" in Fig. 3 to 
"4.40" in Fig. 5). 

As to independent claim 18: 
Claim 18 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 12 and 
claim 14 above, and are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to dependent claim 19: 
Claim 19 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 13, and 
are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to dependent claim 22, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 18 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches the method of claim 18, further 
comprising displaying the values of at least some of the plurality of metadata elements 
(see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 8, lines 3 - 12; i.e., dimension measurement "15.60" is 
displayed on the GUI, wherein the metadata element corresponds to top surface 223 of 
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the bolt) in response to receiving a command to display values (see e.g., col. 5, lines 37 
- 38; i.e., the command corresponds to the user actuating the keyboard and mouse to 
display the dimensional measurement of the bolt document 261 , wherein the value 
corresponds to measurement "15.60") corresponding to metadata elements (see e.g., 
having a certain character string in the assigned label (see e.g., Fig. 2A and col. 5, lines 
63 - 67; i.e., bolt document 261 , lock washer document 262, and flat washer document 
263 are displayed in Fig. 2A's design tree 260, wherein each document has a unique 
character string as an assigned label). 

As to independent claim 23: 
Claim 23 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 12, and 
are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to dependent claim 24: 
Claim 24 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 2 and, and 
are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to independent claim 25: 
Claim 25 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 12, and 
are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to dependent claim 26: 
Claim 26 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 2, and are 
respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to dependent claim 29: 
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Claim 29 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 22, and 
are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

Claims 5, 9, 11, 15, 20, 21, 27, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over by. Harrison et al. (Patent No. 6,61 1 ,725) in view of Dahl et al. 
(Patent No. 6,557,153) and in further view of Davis et al. (Patent No. 7,086,028). 

As to dependent claim 5, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 4 as 
previously discussed. Harrison et al. teaches metadata elements (see e.g., Fig.3, col. 4, 
lines 44 - 46 and col. 5, lines 52 - 55; i.e., metadata elements corresponds to edges, 
vertices, faces, or other model elements visible in a drawing, for example a bolt 21 1 , a 
lock washer 212, and a flat washer 213). Dahl et al. teaches a computer-aided design 
application accepting (see e.g., col. 7, lines 33 - 36; i.e., the computer-aided design 
application corresponds to a programmed computer aided design system) input by way 
of a command line interface (see e.g., col. 11, lines 32-48; i.e., the command line 
interface corresponds to the ability of a user to enter command line instructions in a 
GUI, such as constraint language commands). Both Harrison et al. and Dahl et al. do 
not specifically mention the plurality of metadata elements including one or more of a 
person's name, a revision identifier, and a document title. Davis et al. teaches metadata 
elements including one or more of a person's name (see e.g., Fig. 2; i.e., information 
block 204 has metadata elements, such as "Drawn", wherein "Drawn" is associated with 
a person's name), a revision identifier (see e.g., Fig. 2; i.e., revision history box 206), 
and a document title (see e.g., Fig. 2; i.e., information block 204 has metadata 
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elements, such as "Title"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the metadata element of 
Harrison et al. with the computer-aided design application accepting input by way of a 
command line interface of Dahl et al. as modified by a plurality of metadata elements 
including one or more of a person's name, a revision identifier, and a document title of 
Davis et al. because the information block 204 and revision block 206 of Davis et al. 
conveys drawing information and revision history of a design (see e.g., col. 4, lines 40 - 
43; i.e., the information 204 and revision block 206 allows the user to easily visualize 
design information). 

As to dependent claim 9, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches displaying metadata elements (see 
e.g., col. 7, lines 59 - 67 and col. 8, line 1 ; i.e., "Edge A" and "Edge B" of bolt assembly 
210 corresponds to metadata elements, wherein "Edge A" or "Edge B" are displayed to 
the user when a text-based note is linked to the vertical line image element of "Edge 
B"). Dahl et al. teaches a computer-aided design application accepting (see e.g., col. 7, 
lines 33 - 36; i.e., the computer-aided design application corresponds to a programmed 
computer aided design system) input by way of a command line interface (see e.g., col. 
1 1 , lines 32 - 48; i.e., the command line interface corresponds to the ability of a user to 
enter command line instructions in a GUI, such as constraint language commands). 
Both Harrison et al. and Dahl et al. do not specifically mention displaying incorrect 
portions of at least one of the plurality of metadata elements in a manner discernable 
from correct portions of the at least one of the plurality of metadata elements. Davis et 
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al. teaches displaying incorrect portions (see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 5, lines 30 - 35; i.e., 
displaying incorrect portions of at least one metadata element corresponds to revision 
history block 306 displaying the initial information of CAD drawing on row 240) of at 
least one of the plurality of metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 2-3 and col. 3, lines 56 - 
59; i.e., the metadata element corresponds to feature 220, wherein feature 320 includes 
identifier 350 for a user to comprehend a modification of feature 220 has occurred) in a 
manner discernable from correct portions of the at least one of the plurality of metadata 
elements (see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 5, lines 30-35; i.e., revision history block 306 
contains two rows, row 240 and row 340, wherein the user can use revision history 
block 306 to comprehend the corrected portions of the CAD drawing. Furthermore, the 
user can discern correct portions of a metadata element by identifying identifier 350). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the metadata elements of Harrison et al. with the 
computer-aided design application accepting input by way of a command line interface 
of Dahl et al. as modified by displaying incorrect portions of at least one of the plurality 
of metadata elements in a manner discernable from correct portions of the at least one 
of the plurality of metadata elements of Davis et al. because the information block 204 
and revision block 206 of Davis et al. conveys drawing information and revision history 
of a design (see e.g., col. 4, lines 40-43; i.e., the information 204 and revision block 
206 allows the user to easily visualize design information). 

As to dependent claim 1 1 , this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 1 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches a plurality of metadata elements 
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(see e.g., Fig.3, col. 4, lines 44 - 46 and col. 5, lines 52 - 55; i.e., metadata elements 
corresponds to edges, vertices, faces, or other model elements visible in a drawing, for 
example a bolt 21 1 , a lock washer 21 2, and a flat washer 21 3). Dahl et al. teaches a 
computer-aided design application accepting (see e.g., col. 7, lines 33 - 36; i.e., the 
computer-aided design application corresponds to a programmed computer aided 
design system) input by way of a command line interface (see e.g., col. 1 1 , lines 32 - 
48; i.e., the command line interface corresponds to the ability of a user to enter 
command line instructions in a GUI, such as constraint language commands). Both 
Harrison et al. and Dahl et al. do not specifically mention placing the plurality of 
metadata elements within a table on the document. Davis et al. teaches placing a 
plurality of metadata elements within a table (see e.g., Fig. 2 - Fig. 3 and col. 4, lines 31 
- 43; i.e., the metadata elements within a table corresponds to but not limited to the 
documents title, scale, drawing number, and etc.) on the document (see e.g., Fig. 2 - 
Fig. 3; i.e., the drawing information block 204 and revision history block 206 are tables 
placed on a CAD drawing document, wherein the document corresponds to drawing 
200). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the plurality of metadata elements of Harrison et 
al. with the computer-aided design application accepting input by way of a command 
line interface of Dahl et al. as modified by placing a plurality of metadata elements 
within a table of Davis et al. because the information block 204 and revision block 206 
of Davis et al. conveys drawing information and revision history of a design (see e.g., 
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col. 4, lines 40 - 43; i.e., the information 204 and revision block 206 allows the user to 
easily visualize design information). 

As to dependent claim 15, claim 15 differs from claim 5 only in that claim 15 is an 
apparatus claim using a computer-readable media (see e.g., col. 9, lines 32 - 65; i.e., 
EPROM, EEPROM, flash memory, magnetic disks, magneto-optical disks, and CD- 
ROM disks) containing executable instructions (see e.g., col. 9, lines 56 - 58; i.e., 
program instructions), when executed by a processor (see e.g., col. 9, lines 36 - 39; 
i.e., programmable processor) performs the steps of claim 5. Thus, claim 15 is analyzed 
as previously discussed with respect to claim 5 above. 

As to dependent claim 20, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 18 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches a computing device (see e.g., col. 
5, line 14; i.e., CPU 131) used to execute a computer-aided design application (see 
e.g., col. 5, line 27; i.e., the computer-aided design application corresponds to CAD 
software) for developing a document that describes an article of manufacturer (see e.g., 
col.6, lines 13-15; i.e., the article of manufacture corresponds to bolt assembly 
document 269). Dahl et al. teaches a computer-aided design application accepting (see 
e.g., col. 7, lines 33-36; i.e., the computer-aided design application corresponds to a 
programmed computer aided design system) input by way of a command line interface 
(see e.g., col. 1 1 , lines 32 - 48; i.e., the command line interface corresponds to the 
ability of a user to enter command line instructions in a GUI, such as constraint 
language commands). Both Harrison et al. and Dahl et al. do not specifically mention 
ignoring predefined portions of the incorrect metadata elements for documents that are 
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revisions and identifying predefined portions of the incorrect metadata elements for 
documents that are to be released version. Davis et al. teaches ignoring (see e.g., Fig. 
3 and col. 5, lines 20 - 34; i.e., ignoring corresponds to revision history block 306 
creating a second row for revised portions of the metadata elements, wherein the first 
row is ignored in order to allow the user to visually comprehend the history of the CAD 
drawing) predefined portions of the incorrect metadata elements for documents that are 
revisions (see e.g., Fig. 2 - Fig. 3; i.e., the incorrect metadata elements for documents 
that are revisions corresponds to revision history block 306 containing the initial 
information of the original CAD drawing, wherein incorrect portions of metadata 
elements remain in revision history block 306) and identifying predefined portions of the 
incorrect metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., revision history block 306 is 
displayed on the CAD drawing for the user to identify portions of incorrect metadata and 
modifications made to the CAD drawing) for documents that are to be released version 
(see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 5, lines 20 - 34; i.e., revision history block 306 contains 
modification field 233, wherein the description used for the first row corresponds "Initial 
Release" of the first CAD drawing). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the computing 
device used to execute a computer-aided design application for developing a document 
that describes an article of manufacturer, including a plurality of metadata elements of 
Harrison et al. with the computer-aided design application accepting input by way of a 
command line interface of Dahl et al. as modified by ignoring predefined portions of the 
incorrect metadata elements for documents that are revisions and identifying predefined 
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portions of the incorrect metadata elements for documents that are to be released 
version of Davis et al. because the information block 204 and revision history block 306 
of Davis et al. conveys drawing information and revision history of a design (see e.g., 
col. 4, lines 40 - 43; i.e., the information 204 and revision block 206 allows the user to 
easily visualize design information). 

As to dependent claim 21 : 
Claim 21 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 9, and are 
respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

As to dependent claim 27, this claim is analyzed with respect to claim 25 as 
previously discussed above. Harrison et al. teaches metadata elements are only labeled 
in predefined areas of the document (see e.g., Fig. 2A and col. 5, lines 63-67; i.e., bolt 
document 261 , lock washer document 262, and flat washer document 263 are displayed 
in Fig. 2A's design tree 260, wherein the predefined area corresponds to design tree 
260, which each metadata document has a unique character string as an assigned 
label), wherein the metadata elements comprises dimensional data and informational 
data about the document (see e.g., Fig. 3 and col, 8, lines 3-12; i.e., bolt document 
261 includes dimensional data, such as "15.60", and informational data about the 
document, such as supplementary data stored in the drawing file). Dahl et al. teaches a 
computer-aided design application accepting (see e.g., col. 7, lines 33 - 36; i.e., the 
computer-aided design application corresponds to a programmed computer aided 
design system) input by way of a command line interface (see e.g., col. 1 1 , lines 32 - 
48; i.e., the command line interface corresponds to the ability of a user to enter 
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command line instructions in a GUI, such as constraint language commands). Both 
Harrison et al. and Dahl et al. do not specifically mention the computing device further 
includes ignoring predefined portions of the incorrect metadata elements for documents 
that are revisions and identifying predefined portions of the incorrect metadata elements 
for documents that are to be released versions. Davis et al. teaches ignoring (see e.g., 
Fig. 3 and col. 5, lines 20 - 34; i.e., ignoring corresponds to revision history block 306 
creating a second row for revised portions of the metadata elements, wherein the first 
row is ignored in order to allow the user to visually comprehend the history of the CAD 
drawing) predefined portions of the incorrect metadata elements for documents that are 
revisions (see e.g., Fig. 2 - Fig. 3; i.e., the incorrect metadata elements for documents 
that are revisions corresponds to revision history block 306 containing the initial 
information of the original CAD drawing, wherein incorrect portions of metadata 
elements remain in revision history block 306) and identifying predefined portions of the 
incorrect metadata elements (see e.g., Fig. 3; i.e., revision history block 306 is 
displayed on the CAD drawing for the user to identify portions of incorrect metadata and 
modifications made to the CAD drawing) for documents that are to be released version 
(see e.g., Fig. 3 and col. 5, lines 20 - 34; i.e., revision history block 306 contains 
modification field 233, wherein the description used for the first row corresponds "Initial 
Release" of the first CAD drawing). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate labeling 
metadata elements in a predefined area of the document, wherein the metadata 
elements comprises dimensional data and informational data about the document of 
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Harrison et al. with the computer-aided design application accepting input by way of a 
command line interface of Dahl et al. as modified by ignoring predefined portions of the 
incorrect metadata elements for documents that are revisions and identifying predefined 
portions of the incorrect metadata elements for documents that are to be released 
version of Davis et al. because the information block 204 and revision history block 306 
of Davis et al. conveys drawing information and revision history of a design (see e.g., 
col. 4, lines 40 - 43; i.e., the information 204 and revision block 206 allows the user to 
easily visualize design information). 

As to dependent claim 28: 
Claim 28 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in claim 21, and 
are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Prior art Publication No. 2004/0225390 can be applicable and pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Prior art disclosed by Keller et al. discloses a CAD software for 
modeling an article of manufacturer, wherein each part used to create a model contains 
metadata elements. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1-29 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Inquiries 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Henry Vuu whose telephone number is (571) 270-1048. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on (571 ) 272-4847. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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